Remarks ; 

Reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-16 are presently pending in the application. Claim 
1 has been amended to even more clearly set forth the claimed 
invention. 

In paragraph 3 of the above -identified Office Action, claims 
1, 2,4-9 and 11 - 15 were rejected as allegedly being 
anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) by Japanese Publication 
No- JP 02-147923 to Kamimura et al . ("KAMIMURA") . In 
paragraph 4 of the Office Action, claims 1, 2, 5 - 9, 11 - 13 
and 15 were rejected as allegedly being anticipated under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(b) by U. S. Patent No. 5,214,272 to Ueno 
("UENO"). Further, in paragraph 6 of the Office Action, 
claims 3, 10 and 16 were rejected as allegedly being obvious 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over KAMIMURA. Applicants 
respectfully traverse the above rejections, as applied to 
amended claim 1 . 

I. Applicants' amended claim 1 requires, cuaong other things, 
that the detectors be arranged and mounted on one another 

Before discussing the prior art in detail, it is believed that 
a brief review of the invention as claimed, would be helpful. 
Claim 1, as amended herein, recites among other limitations: 
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"at least two detectors each with an optically active 
area for converting optical signals into electrical 
signals, said at least two detectors being arranged and 
mounted on one another, and said optically active area 
of one of said detectors being completely shielded from 
the optical signals and the shielded detector operating 
as an interference signal generator." [emphasis added 
by Applicants] 

Thus Applicants' claimed detectors are now recited as being in 
physical contact, mounted on one another, and thus, having no 
space between them. This provides the claimed shielding of 
the shielded detector. 


Support for the detectors being both arranged and mounted on 
one another is found, among other places in the present 
specification, in Fig. 2a and on page 9, lines 24 - 25 of the 
specification of the instant application, where it is stated 

"The photodiodes 10', 20' are mounted above each other 
or on each other." [emphasis added by Applicants] 

Mounting the detectors as claimed saves space and eliminates 
the need for an additional part to separately shield one of 
the detectors, as disclosed in the specification of the 
instant application. 

II. The KAMIMURA reference fails to teach or suggest, among 
other limitations of Applicants' amended claim 1, 
detectors arranged and mounted on one another. 

The KAMIMURA reference neither teaches nor suggests, among 
other limitations of Applicants' claims, the presently claimed 
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detectors arranged and mounted on one another. Rather, 
KAMIMURA discloses a light detection circuit including 
photodiodes 1 and 3, wherein photodiode 1 detects light from a 
"scintillator" 2, while a light shield 4 keeps light from 
scintillator 2 from incidence on photodiode 3. In Fig. 2 of 
KAMIMURA, the photodiodes 1 and 3 are shown as being disposed 
in the light shield 4, relative to the scintillator 2. As 
shown in Fig. 2, the photodiodes 1 and 3 are spaced apart in 
the light shield 4, with open space between them and they 
appear to be mechanically held in this spaced configuration by 
the light shield 4. 

Due to the fixed space between them, although the photodiode 1 
shields some parts of the photodiode 3, the photodiode 3 is 
mostly shielded by the box-like light shield 4. This is made 
clear in the translated abstract of KAMIMURA, which 
specifically teaches that " [a] photodiode 3 is shielded by a 
light shielding means 4 to keep the scintillation light of the 
scintillator 2 from being incident." [emphasis added by 
Applicants] 

Thus, the photodiodes 1 and 3 of KAMIMURA are not "arranged 
and mounted on one another" as required by Applicants' amended 
claim 1. As a result, the arrangement of KAMIMURA requires an 
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extra part, the light shield 4, not needed by Applicants' 
claimed invention. 

In view of the foregoing, it is believed that claim 1, and the 
dependent claims 2-16, are patentably distinguishable over 
the KAMIMURA reference. 

III. The UENO reference fails to teach or suggest, among other 
limitations of Applicants' amended claim 1, detectors 
arranged and mounted on one another. 

As with KAMIMURA, the UENO reference additionally fails to 
teach or suggest all of the limitations of Applicants* claim 
1, including the claimed detectors arranged and moxinted on one 
another. Rather, the UENO reference discloses two 
photoelectric devices simultaneously fabricated in a side by 
side relationship and not mounted on one another. See UENO 
Figs. 5-7. Nor does the description of the transparent 
electrode in Fig. 11, which extends from one photoelectric 
device to overlap the other, make the photoelectric devices be 
"mounted on" one another, as alleged in the Office Action. 
Transparent layer 10 is not a "detector", as required by 
Applicants' claims. Even with the overlap of the transparent 
layer 10, 11, the photoelectric devices D and L are still 
merely fabricated next to one another, not mounted on one 
another. 
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Because of the side by side arrangement of the photoelectric 
devices D and L, the UENO devices require a separate light 
shielding layer (1 of Figs. 5-7 therein) to be fabricated 
over the photoelectric device D. Such a layer is not needed 
in connection with Applicants' invention, because of 
Applicants' particularly claimed detector configuration. 

In view of the foregoing, it is believed that claim 1, and the 
dependent claims 2-16, are also patentably distinguishable 
over the UENO reference. 

IV. Conclusion 

Both the KAMIMURA and UENO references fail to teach or 
suggest, among other limitations. Applicants' claimed 
detectors arranged and moxinted on one another . KAMIMURA and 
UENO's failure to contemplate such an arrangement necessitated 
the use of a light shield (item 4 in KAMIMURA; item 1 in UENO) ' 
in connection with the devices of both of those references, 
whereas Applicants' claimed invention has no need for the 
extra structure. As both KAMIMURA and UENO fail to teach or 
suggest, among other limitations. Applicants' claimed 
detectors arrangement, claim 1 is believed to be patentable 
over those references, singly or in combination. 
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Because all of the dependent claims, 2 -16, ultimately depend 
from claim 1, they too are believed to be patentable over the 
cited references. 

In view of the foregoing, reconsideration and allowance of 
claims 1-16 are solicited. 

In the event the Examiner should still find any of the claims 
to be unpatentable, counsel would appreciate receiving a 
telephone call so that, if possible, patentable language can 
be worked out . 

If an extension of time for this paper is required, petition 
for extension is herewith made. Please charge any fees that 
might be due with respect to Sections 1.16 and 1.17 to the 
Deposit Account of Lerner and Greenberg, P. A., No. 12-1099. 

Respectfully submitted. 


For Applicants 
KPS : cgm 

November 19, 2 004 

Lerner and Greenberg, P. A. 
Post Office Box 2480 
Hollywood, FL 33022-2480 
Tel: (954) 925-1100 
Fax: (954) 925-1101 



Kerry P. Sisselman 
Reg. No. 37,237 
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